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REMARKS 

Claims 1-9 and 17-22 are pending in the present application. No claims have been added. 
Claims 10-16 are cancelled herein, and claim 1 has been amended. No new matter has been 
added. 

As an initial matter, Applicants note that the Application was originally filed with claims 
1-22, but that the Office Action appears to only address claims 1-9. Accordingly, Applicants 
assume that claims 17-22 contain allowable subject matter and that the allowability of claims 17- 
22 was inadvertently omitted from the Office Action Summary. Claims 10-16 have been 
cancelled herein, and therefore, the lack of mention in the Office Action is moot. 

Claims 1 and 4-9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as assertedly being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,452,881 to Augstein et al. ("Augstein" hereinafter). Claim 2 
has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as assertedly being unpatentable over Augstein in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,566,734 B2 to Sugihara et al. ("Sugihara" hereinafter). Claim 3 has 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as assertedly being unpatentable over Augstein in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,297,123 Bl to Sze et al. ("Sze" hereinafter). Applicants respectfully traverse 
these rejections. 

Regarding claim 1 , the Office Action asserts that Augstein discloses all of the steps of the 
claim 1, except that the steps of oxidizing exposed portions of the polysilicon layer and removing 
the exposed portions of the polysilicon layer are reversed. The Office Action further asserts: 

However, that oxidation process in the claimed invention, which took place before the 
removal of a portion of the polysilicon, could not have affected the etching process at 
all. Whether present before etching or not, the oxidation layer could not have 
changed the final product. 

(Office Action, page 2.) These assertions fail for at least two reasons. 

First, the fact that a product may be made by multiple processes is completely irrelevant. 
Claim 1 is a method claim, not a product claim. As a method claim, the question is whether the 
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prior art discloses the steps recited in claim 1, not whether the method recited in Applicants' 
claim 1 would yield the same product as a method recited in a prior art reference. Applicants 
assert that the method recited in claim 1 is different than the method disclosed in Augstein. It is 
noted that the Office Action explicitly agrees that Applicants' method is different than the 
method disclosed by Augstein. (Office Action, page 2.) 

Second, the Office Action mistakenly asserts that the oxidation of the polysilicon "could 
not have affected the etching process at all." (Office Action, page 2.) However, Applicants* 
specification clearly states: 

It should be noted that polysilicon treated with ammonia decreases the 
tendency of the polysilicon to oxidize along the grain boundary. By restricting the 
amount of oxidation along the grain boundary, the polysilicon bridging is reduced 
when etching the polysilicon layer 1 14. 

(Applicants' Specification, paragraph 25.) 

As explained in Applicants' application, the oxidized portions of the polysilicon act as a 
mask during processing to remove portions of the polysilicon layer. By treating the polysilicon 
with ammonia prior to oxidation, the amount of oxidation along the grain boundary is restricted, 
thereby reducing polysilicon bridging. Applicants have amended claim 1 to recite that the 
oxidized portions of the polysilicon act as a mask to clarify this feature. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 is patentable over Augstein and 
request that the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be withdrawn. Claims 2-9 depend 
from and further limit claim 1 and, therefore, are also deemed to be in condition for allowance. 
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In view of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that the application is in condition 
for allowance and request that the Examiner pass the case to issuance. If the Examiner should 
have any questions, Applicants request that the Examiner contact Applicants' attorney at the 
address below. No fee is believed due in connection with this filing. However, in the event that 
there are any fees due, please charge the same, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account 
No. 50-1065. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Date Rsgef (J. Knapp 

Auomey for Applicants 
Reg. No. 46,836 
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Dallas, Texas 75252 

Tel. 972-732-1001 
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